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Abstrak 
Kejayaan sistem maklumat e-kerajaan boleh ditentukan berdasarkan hasrat rakyat ketika 
mengambil bahagian dalam proses membuat keputusan awam untuk menggunakan teknologi 
bagi faedah masa hadapan. Terdapat kekurangan penyertaan rakyat dalam pelaksanaan e-
kerajaan di kebanyakan negara membangun  apabila pendapat mereka tidak diambilkira.  
Kajian ini dijalankan untuk mengenal pasti hasrat rakyat untuk mengambil bahagian dalam 
pembuatan keputusan awam mengenai e-kerajaan. Objektif pertama penyelidikan ini adalah 
untuk mengenal pasti faktor yang mempengaruhi hasrat rakyat untuk mengambil bahagian 
dalam membuat keputusan awam berkaitan e-kerajaan. Objektif kedua meneliti ciri 
pengetahuan diri rakyat yang akan moderasikan hubungan di antara faktor yang 
mempengaruhi dan niat rakyat untuk mengambil bahagian dalam membuat keputusan awam 
tentang e-kerajaan. Oleh itu, objektif ketiga adalah pembangunan model penyelidikan niat 
rakyat untuk mengambil bahagian dalam proses pembuatan keputusan awam mengenai e-
kerajaan.  Kajian ini menggunakan pendekatan kuantitatif dengan mengedarkan 501 soal 
selidik kepada empat kumpulan responden. Hanya 474 soal selidik yang boleh digunakan, 
mewakili kadar 94.6%. Data yang dikumpul dianalisis dengan menggunakan SPSS v21 
untuk mengkaji hubungan antara faktor penyumbang kajian dengan moderator.  Faktor 
berikut, iaitu sikap terhadap tindakan atau tingkah laku (ATB), norma subjektif (SN), 
pengaruh sosial (SI), kemudahan (FC), kesesuaian (CO), dan budaya (CU) telah dikenalpasti 
mempengaruhi hasrat rakyat untuk mengambil bahagian. Keperluan mereka yang berlainan 
mempunyai kesan terhadap pembuatan keputusan awam dalam e-kerajaan. Kajian ini turut 
mengambil kira factor lain yang boleh menyumbang sebagai faktor moderasi seperti jantina, 
umur, tahap pendidikan, kumpulan sosial, sektor pekerjaan, dan pengalaman Internet.  
Kajian ini telah menyumbang kepada  cabang keilmuan dengan menggabungkan konsep 
Teori Perilaku yang Irencanakan (TPB), dua konsep dari teori UTAUT2, dan satu konsep 
dari teori DOI dalam kajian ini. Oleh itu, satu model untuk pengetahuan diri rakyat yang 
mempengaruhi hasrat mengambil bahagian dalam pembuatan keputusan awam e-kerajaan 
dibentangkan.   
 
Kata kunci: e-kerajaan, Teori perancangan yang dirancang, Pengetahuan sendiri rakyat, 
Pembuatan keputusan awam. 
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Abstract 
The success of an e-government information system could be determined by the citizens' 
intention to participate in public decision-making to use the technology for future benefits. 
There is lack of participation of citizens in e-governments implementation in most 
developing countries where their opinions are not taken into considerations.  This study has 
been conducted to identify the citizens' intentions to participate in the public decision-
making of the e-government. The first objective of this research is to identify the factors that 
influence the citizens' intention to participate in the public decision-making of the e-
government. The second objective examines the citizens‘ self-knowledge characteristics that 
will moderate the relationship between the influencing factors and the citizens‘ intentions to 
participate in the public decision-making of the e-government. The third objective is the 
development of a research model of the citizens' intentions to participate in the public 
decision-making of the e-government.  The research utilised the quantitative approach by 
distributing 501 questionnaires to four groups of respondents. Only 474 questionnaires were 
usable, representing a 94.6 % rate.  The data was analysed utilising SPSS v21 to examine the 
relationships between the study‘s contributing factors with the moderators.  The following 
factors, the attitude towards act or behaviour (ATB), subjective norms (SN), social influence 
(SI), facilitating condition (FC), compatibility (CO), and culture (CU), were identified to 
influence citizen intention to participate. Their different requirements have a potential impact 
on the public decision-making in the e-government. The research also took into 
consideration other factors which would contribute as moderator factors like gender, age, 
level of education, social group, working sector, and Internet experiences.  The research has 
contributed to the body of knowledge by merging the concepts of the Theory of Planned 
Behaviour (TPB), two concepts from the UTAUT2 theory, and one concept from the DOI 
theory in this research. A model for citizens‘ self-knowledge that influences intention to 
participate in e-government public decision making is presented. 
 
 Keywords: e-government, Theory of planned behaviour, Citizens‘ self-knowledge, Public 
decision-making. 
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CHAPTER ONE 
INTRODUCTION 
1.1  Study Background 
Electronic government (e-government) initiatives are being pursued globally by 
many countries to improve public services and strengthen support for public policies. 
It is a system utilising the Internet and the world-wide-web (WWW) to deliver 
government information and services to the citizens of the respective nations. Such 
initiatives are quite often intended to reduce processing costs, improve service 
deliverables, and increase transparency and communication between a government 
and the public. Therefore, this study is important for both practitioners and 
academics, and the scope of the study, which has established the study, is described 
in detail. The study plan and the organization of the research are also provided. 
Sections from 1.1.1 till 1.1.5 will explain the major points in the study background. 
1.1.1 Electronic Government 
In many ways, e-government provides improvement and advantages to the public. It 
provides better accessibility to government services, ease of usage and improvement 
of management of public resources, promoting better planning and targeting policies 
to address the problems of the communities. E-government involves using 
information technology (IT), particularly the Internet, to enhance the delivery of 
government services to the public, businesses, and other government agencies to 
interact and receive services from the central, state or local governments. The 
movement to e-government is significant for the government and its citizens to 
interact and communicate and provide essential services and perform business 
transactions. Evidently, it is due to such a magnitude of positive changes that many 
The contents of 
the thesis is for 
internal user 
only 
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Appendix A Sources of Questionnaire 
Questionnaire Studies That Were Used To Collect the Source of the Elements 
(Questionnaire) For the Study 
Factor and 
definition 
Authors‘ and 
theory 
cod Old questions New questions 
Attitude 
toward 
Act or 
Behaviuor
. 
 
An 
personal‘s 
negative or 
positive 
feelings 
about 
executing 
the 
purposed 
behaviour 
(Ajzen & 
Timko, 
1986; 
Mishra et al., 
2014) 
ATB ATB1: Practicing Green 
Information Technology is 
convenient for me 
ATB2: Practicing Green 
Information Technology is 
necessary for me 
ATB3: Practicing Green 
Information Technology is 
worth it 
ATB1: Practicing 
citizens‘ participation in 
public decision making 
of e-government is 
convenient for me 
ATB2: Practicing 
citizens‘ participation in 
public decision making 
of e-government is 
necessary for me 
ATB3: Practicing 
citizens‘ participation in 
public decision making 
of e-government is worth 
it 
(Lin, 
Fofanah, & 
Liang, 
2011b; Xie 
et al., 2017) 
ATB ATB1: Using e-Government 
and the internet is a good 
idea. 
ATB2: Using e-Government 
in the Gambia is a pleasant 
idea. 
ATB3: Using e-Government 
is a positive idea. 
ATB1: The intention of 
the citizens' participation 
in public decision 
making of e-government 
is a good idea. 
ATB2: The intention of 
the citizens' participation 
in public decision 
making of e-government 
in the Iraq is a pleasant 
idea. 
ATB3: The intention of 
the citizens' participation 
in public decision 
making of e-government 
is a positive idea. 
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(Wu & 
Chen, 2005) 
ATB ATB1: Using OITD for 
income tax declaration 
would be a good idea. 
ATB2: Using OITD for 
income tax declaration 
would be a wise idea. 
ATB3: I like the idea of 
using OITD for income tax 
declaration. 
ATB4: Using OITD for 
income tax declaration 
would be a pleasant 
experience. 
ATB1: intention of 
citizens for participating 
in public decision 
making of e-government 
would be a good idea. 
ATB2: intention of 
citizens for participating 
in public decision 
making of e-government 
would be a wise idea. 
ATB3: I like the idea of 
intention of citizens for 
participating in public 
decision making of e-
government. 
ATB4: intention of 
citizens for participating 
in public decision 
making of e-government 
would be a pleasant 
experience. 
(Hujran et 
al., 2015) 
ATB ATB1: Using the e-
government portal and/or 
Ministry‘s website(s) to 
access government services 
is a good idea. 
ATB2: I like the use of e-
government portal and/or 
Ministry‘s website(s) to 
access government services. 
ATB3: Using the e-
government portal and/or 
Ministry‘s website(s) to 
access government services 
would be pleasant. 
ATB1: citizens‘ 
participation in public 
decision making of e-
government is a good 
idea. 
ATB2: I like to 
participate in public 
decision making of e-
government. 
ATB3: citizens‘ 
participation in public 
decision making of e-
government would be 
pleasant. 
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Subjective 
Norms. 
 
The 
person‘s 
understand
ing that 
most 
individual 
who are 
important 
to him 
believe 
she/he 
could or 
could not 
execute the 
behaviour 
in 
question. 
(Ajzen, 
2006; Ajzen 
& Timko, 
1986) 
SN SN1: I think that my 
colleagues expect me to 
practice Green Information 
Technology 
SN2: I think that people who 
are important to me practice 
Green Information 
Technology 
SN3: I think that people who 
are important to me expect 
me to practice Green 
Information Technology. 
SN1: I think that my 
colleagues expect me to 
practice participating in 
public decision making 
of e-government. 
SN2: I think that people 
who are important to me 
practice participating in 
public decision making 
of e-government. 
SN3: I think that people 
who are important to me 
expect participating in 
public decision making 
of e-government. 
(Sang, Lee, 
& Lee, 
2009) 
SN SN1: People who influence 
my behaviour (work) think 
that I should use e-
Government systems. 
SN2: People who are 
important to me think that I 
should use e-Government 
systems. 
SN1: People who 
influence my behaviour 
(work) think that I 
should participate in 
public decision making 
of e-government. 
SN2: People who are 
important to me think 
that I should participate 
in public decision 
making of e-government. 
(Wu & 
Chen, 2005) 
SN SN1: People who are 
important to me would think 
that I should use OITD. 
SN2: People who influence 
me would think that I should 
use OITD. 
SN3: People whose opinions 
are valued to me would 
prefer that I should use 
OITD. 
SN1: People who are 
important to me would 
think that I should 
participate in public 
decision making of e-
government. 
SN2: People who 
influence me would 
think that I should 
participate in public 
decision making of e-
government. 
SN3: People whose 
opinions are valued to 
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me would prefer that I 
should participate in 
public decision making 
of e-government. 
(Alharbi et 
al., 2016) 
SN SN1: People who influence 
me think that I should use e-
participation in e-
government websites. 
SN2: People important to me 
think that I should use e-
participation in e-
government websites. 
SN3: People whose opinions 
I value would prefer that I 
use e-participation in e-
government websites. 
SN4: People who influence 
my decisions think that I 
should use e-participation in 
e-government websites 
 
SN1: People who 
influence me think that I 
should participate in 
public decision making 
of e-government. 
SN2: People important to 
me think that I should 
participate in public 
decision making of e-
government. 
SN3: People whose 
opinions I value would 
prefer that I participate in 
public decision making 
of e-government. 
SN4: People who 
influence my decisions 
think that I should 
participate in public 
decision making of e-
government. 
     
Behaviora
l 
Intention. 
 
The 
person's' 
intention to 
participant 
in a 
definite 
behavior. 
(Ajzen, 
2006; Ajzen 
& Timko, 
1986; 
Mishra et al., 
2014) 
BI BI 1: I intend to consider 
Green Information 
Technology when buying a 
new hardware 
BI 2: I intend to consider 
Green Information 
Technology when buying a 
new software 
BI 3: I intend to consider 
Green Information 
Technology depending on 
the type of my ICT usage. 
BI 4: I intend to consider 
BI 1: I intend to consider 
participating in public 
decision making of e-
government when buying 
a new hardware 
BI 2: I intend to consider 
participating in public 
decision making of e-
government when buying 
a new software 
BI 3: I intend to consider 
participating in public 
decision making of e-
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Green Information 
Technology depending on 
the place of my ICT usage. 
government depending 
on the type of my ICT 
usage. 
BI 4: I intend to consider 
participating in public 
decision making of e-
government depending 
on the place of my ICT 
usage. 
(Ajzen, 
2006; Ajzen 
& Timko, 
1986; 
Weerakkody 
et al., 2013) 
BI BI1: I intend to use the 
Traffic website in future 
BI2: I intend to use the 
Traffic department website 
directly 
BI3: I intend to use the 
Traffic department website 
through intermediaries (e-
offices) in the future. 
BI1: I intend to 
participate in public 
decision making of e-
government  in future 
 
BI2: I intend to 
participate in public 
decision making of e-
government directly 
 
BI3: I intend to 
participate in public 
decision making of e-
government through 
intermediaries (e-offices) 
in the future. 
(Venkatesh 
et al., 2012) 
BI BI1. I intend to continue 
using mobile Internet in the 
future. 
BI2. I will always try to use 
mobile Internet in my daily 
life. 
BI3. I plan to continue to use 
mobile Internet frequently. 
BI1. I intend to 
participate in public 
decision making of e-
government in the future. 
BI2. I will always try to 
participate in public 
decision making of e-
government in my daily 
life. 
BI3. I plan to participate 
in public decision 
making of e-government 
frequently. 
 403 
 
(Lin et al., 
2011b) 
BI BI1: I intend to use the e-
Government system in the 
next two years to come. 
BI2: I intend to use the e-
Government system on a 
regular basis in the future. 
BI3: I intend to use the e-
Government information 
system in my next 
application of passport and 
national identity card. 
BI4: I will strongly 
recommend others to use e-
Government and information 
technology services. 
BI1: I intend to 
participate in public 
decision making of e-
government in the next 
two years to come. 
BI2: I intend to 
participate in public 
decision making of e-
government on a regular 
basis in the future. 
BI3: I intend to 
participate in public 
decision making of e-
government in my next 
application of passport 
and national identity 
card. 
BI4: I will strongly 
recommend others to 
participate in public 
decision making of e-
government. 
(Gupta, 
Dasgupta, & 
Gupta, 2008) 
BI BI1: I intend to use the 
Internet in the next 2 months 
BI2: I predict I would use 
the Internet in the 2 months 
BI3: I plan to use the 
Internet in the next 2 months 
BI1: I intend to 
participate in public 
decision making of e-
government in the next 2 
months. 
BI2: I predict I would 
participate in public 
decision making of e-
government in the 2 
months. 
BI3: I plan to participate 
in public decision 
making of e-government 
in the next 2 months. 
(AlAwadhi 
& Morris, 
2008) 
BI I intend to use the system in 
the next <n> months. 
I predict I will use the 
system in the next <n> 
I intend to participate in 
public decision making 
of e-government in the 
next <n> months. 
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months. 
I plan to use the system in 
the next <n> months. 
I predict I will participate 
in public decision 
making of e-government 
in the next <n> months. 
I plan to participate in 
public decision making 
of e-government in the 
next <n> months. 
(Alharbi et 
al., 2016) 
BI BI1: I would engage in e-
participation provided in e-
government websites to 
participate in decision 
making. 
BI2: Engaging in E-
participation activities is 
something that I would do. 
BI3: I would not hesitate to 
engage in e-participation 
activities on e-government 
websites to interact with 
government agencies. 
BI1: I would engage in 
e-participation provided 
in e-government 
websites to participate in 
decision making. 
BI2: Engaging in E-
participation activities is 
something that I would 
do. 
BI3: I would not hesitate 
to engage in e-
participation activities on 
e-government websites 
to interact with 
government agencies. 
     
Social 
Influence. 
 
The 
understand
ing of a 
person 
where 
important 
others like 
relatives 
and rivals 
believes 
the person 
should 
adopt the 
(Venkatesh 
et al., 2012; 
Weerakkody 
et al., 2013) 
SI SI1: People who influence 
my behaviour think I should 
use the online Traffic 
department services 
SI2: I would use the e-
government services if my 
friends use them 
SI3: My Friends think 
intermediaries (e-offices) are 
helpful for using the Traffic 
department online service 
SI4: The intermediaries (e-
offices) encourage the use of 
online Traffic department 
services 
SI5: People who are 
SI1: People who 
influence my behaviour 
think I should participate 
in public decision 
making of e-government. 
SI2: I would participate 
in public decision 
making if my friends 
participate in public 
decision making. 
SI3: My friends think 
citizens' participation in 
public decision making 
is helpful for improving 
the e-government 
service. 
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innovation 
or 
technology
. 
important to me think that I 
should use the Traffic 
department website facilities 
Facilitating. 
SI4: The citizens' 
participation in public 
decision making 
encourage the citizens to 
e-participate in e-
government 
SI5: People who are 
important to me think 
that I should participate 
in public decision 
making of e-government. 
(Escobar et 
al., 2014; 
Venkatesh et 
al., 2012) 
SI SI1: People who are 
important to me think that I 
should use Facebook. 
SI2: People who influence 
my behaviour think that I 
should use Facebook. 
SI3: People whose opinions 
I value prefer that I use 
Facebook. 
SI1: People who are 
important to me think 
that I should participate 
in public decision 
making of e-government. 
SI2: People who 
influence my behaviour 
think that I should 
participate in public 
decision making of e-
government. 
SI3: People whose 
opinions I value prefer 
that I participate in 
public decision making 
of e-government. 
(Venkatesh 
et al., 2012) 
SI SI1. People who are 
important to me think that I 
should use mobile Internet. 
SI2. People who influence 
my behaviour think that I 
should use mobile Internet. 
SI3. People whose opinions 
that I value prefer that I use 
mobile Internet. 
SI1. People who are 
important to me think 
that I should participate 
in public decision 
making of e-government. 
SI2. People who 
influence my behaviour 
think that I should 
participate in public 
decision making of e-
government. 
SI3. People whose 
opinions that I value 
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prefer that I participate in 
public decision making 
of e-government. 
(Gupta et al., 
2008) 
SI SI1: People who are 
important to me think that I 
should use the Internet 
SI2: People who influence 
my behaviour think that I 
should use the Internet 
SI3: The senior management 
and staff of my organization 
have been helpful in the use 
of the Internet 
SI4: In general, my 
organization has supported 
use of the Internet. 
SI1: People who are 
important to me think 
that I should participate 
in public decision 
making of e-government. 
SI2: People who 
influence my behaviour 
think that I should 
participate in public 
decision making of e-
government. 
SI3: The senior 
management and staff of 
my organization have 
been helpful in the 
participate in public 
decision making of e-
government. 
SI4: In general, my 
organization has 
supported participate in 
public decision making 
of e-government. 
(Shafi & 
Weerakkody
, 2009) 
SI SI1. Important people to me 
think I should use the online 
government system. 
SI2. I would use online 
government services if I 
needed to 
SI3. I would use online 
government services if my 
friends and colleagues used 
them 
SI4. People around me who 
use the e-government system 
have more prestige. 
 
SI1. Important people to 
me think I should 
participate in public 
decision making of e-
government. 
SI2. I would participate 
in public decision 
making of e-government 
if I needed to 
SI3. I would participate 
in public decision 
making of e-government 
if my friends and 
colleagues participated it 
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SI4. People around me 
who participate in public 
decision making of e-
government have more 
prestige. 
     
Facilitatin
g 
conditions
. 
 
The 
availability 
of 
resources 
like 
money, 
time, and 
other 
resources 
needed to 
participate 
in a 
behaviour. 
(Venkatesh 
et al., 2012; 
Weerakkody 
et al., 2013) 
FC FC1: I have the computer 
devise necessary to use the 
Traffic department website 
FC2: I have access to the 
internet to use the Traffic 
department website 
FC3: I have the internet 
experience necessary to use 
the Traffic department 
website 
FC4: Given the resources, 
opportunities and knowledge 
it takes to use the Traffic 
department website, it would 
be easy forme to use the 
Traffic department website 
FC5: Guidance was 
available to me in the 
selection of the system 
FC6: A specific person (or 
group) is available for me in 
the intermediaries (e-offices) 
to provide assistance with 
Traffic department website 
difficulties. 
 
 
 
 
 
FC1: I have the computer 
devise necessary to 
participate in public 
decision making of e-
government. 
FC2: I have access to the 
internet to participate in 
public decision making 
of e-government. 
FC3: I have the internet 
experience necessary to 
participate in public 
decision making of e-
government. 
FC4: Given the 
resources, opportunities 
and knowledge it takes to 
participate in public 
decision making of e-
government, it would be 
easy forme to participate 
in public decision 
making of e-government. 
FC5: Guidance was 
available to me in the 
selection of the 
participate in public 
decision making of e-
government 
FC6: A specific person 
(or group) is available 
for me in the 
intermediaries (e-offices) 
to provide assistance 
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with participate in public 
decision making of e-
government. 
(Escobar et 
al., 2014; 
Venkatesh et 
al., 2012) 
FC FC1: I have the resources 
necessary to use Facebook. 
FC2: I have the knowledge 
necessary to use Facebook. 
FC3: I feel comfortable 
using Facebook. 
FC1: I have the resources 
necessary to participate 
in public decision 
making of e-government. 
FC2: I have the 
knowledge necessary to 
participate in public 
decision making of e-
government. 
FC3: I feel comfortable 
participate in public 
decision making of e-
government. 
(Venkatesh 
et al., 2012) 
FC FC1. I have the resources 
necessary to use mobile 
Internet. 
FC2. I have the knowledge 
necessary to use mobile 
Internet. 
FC3. Mobile Internet is 
compatible with other 
technologies I use. 
FC4. I can get help from 
others when I have 
FC1. I have the resources 
necessary to participate 
in public decision 
making of e-government. 
FC2. I have the 
knowledge necessary to 
participate in public 
decision making of e-
government. 
FC3. participating in 
public decision making 
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difficulties using mobile 
Internet. 
of e-government is 
compatible with other 
technologies I 
participate. 
FC4. I can get help from 
others when I have 
difficulties in 
participating in public 
decision making of e-
government. 
(Gupta et al., 
2008) 
FC FC1: I have the knowledge 
necessary to use the Internet. 
FC2: A specific person (or 
group) is available for 
assistance with Internet 
difficulties 
FC3: I have the resources 
necessary to use the Internet. 
FC4: The Internet is not 
compatible with other 
systems I use. 
FC1: I have the 
knowledge necessary to 
participate in public 
decision making of e-
government. 
FC2: A specific person 
(or group) is available 
for assistance with 
participation difficulties 
FC3: I have the resources 
necessary to participate 
in public decision 
making of e-government. 
FC4: The participation in 
public decision making 
of e-government is not 
compatible with other 
systems I participate. 
(AlAwadhi 
& Morris, 
2008) 
FC I have enough Internet 
experience to use online 
services. 
I would not like to carry out 
my business with 
government online. 
I would find it difficult to 
use online services due to 
lack of time. 
I have enough 
participation experience 
to participate in public 
decision making of e-
government. 
I would not like to carry 
out my business with 
government online. 
I would find it difficult 
to participate in public 
decision making of e-
government due to lack 
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of time. 
     
Compatibi
lity. 
 
The degree 
to that an 
innovation 
or 
technology 
is 
perceived 
as regular 
with the 
needs of 
potential 
adopters, 
past 
experience
s, and 
existing 
values 
(Moore & 
Benbasat, 
1991) 
Co Co1: using a personal work 
stations (PWS) is compatible 
with all aspect of my work 
 
Co2: using a personal work 
stations (PWS) is completely 
compatible with my current 
situation 
 
Co:3 I think that using a 
personal work stations 
(PWS) fits well with the way 
I like to work 
 
Co4: Using a personal work 
stations (PWS) fits into my 
work style. 
Co1: participation in 
public decision making 
of e-government is 
compatible with all 
aspects of my work 
Co2: participation in 
public decision making 
of e-government is 
completely compatible 
with my current situation 
Co:3 I think that 
participation in public 
decision making of e-
government fits well 
with the way I like to 
work 
Co4: participation in 
public decision making 
of e-government fits my 
work style. 
 
(Bradford & 
Florin, 2003) 
Co Co1: The Enterprise 
resource planning (ERP) 
application was compatible 
with legacy system software 
that was retained (minimal 
interfacing). 
Co2: The Enterprise 
resource planning (ERP) 
application was compatible 
with existing hardware. 
Co1: The citizens' 
participation in public 
decision making of e-
government was 
compatible with legacy 
system software that was 
retained (minimal 
interfacing). 
Co2: The citizens' 
participation in public 
decision making of e-
government was 
compatible with existing 
hardware. 
(Sang et al., 
2009) 
Co Co1: I think using e-
Government systems would 
fit well with the way that I 
Co1: I think participation 
in public decision 
making of e-government 
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like to gather information 
from government agencies. 
Co2: I think using e-
Government systems would 
fit well with the way that I 
like to interact with 
government agencies. 
Co3: Using e-Government 
systems to interact with 
government agencies would 
fit into my lifestyle. 
Co4: Using e-Government 
systems to interact with 
government agencies would 
be compatible with how I 
like to do things. 
would fit well with the 
way that I like to gather 
information from 
government agencies. 
Co2: I think participation 
in public decision 
making of e-government 
would fit well with the 
way that I like to interact 
with government 
agencies. 
Co3: Participation in 
public decision making 
of e-government to 
interact with government 
agencies would fit into 
my lifestyle. 
Co4: Participation in 
public decision making 
of e-government to 
interact with government 
agencies would be 
compatible with how I 
like to do things. 
Cultures. 
 
The 
collectivist
ic and 
individuali
stic 
infrastructu
re, 
however, 
should 
shed light 
on how 
motivation 
and 
cognition 
(Bruder et 
al., 2013) 
Cu C1: I think that many very 
important things happen in 
the world, which the public 
is never informed about. 
C2: I think that politicians 
usually do not tell us the true 
motives for their decisions. 
C3: I think that government 
agencies closely monitor all 
citizens. 
C4: I think that events which 
superficially seem to lack a 
connection are often there 
sult of secret activities. 
C:5 I think that there are 
secret organizations that 
Cu1: I think the citizens' 
participation in public 
decision making of e-
government, does not 
impact on my culture. 
 
Cu2: I think that citizens‘ 
culture usually does not 
effect on the citizens' 
participation in public 
decision making of e-
government. 
Cu3: I think that 
government culture 
agencies do not effect on 
the citizens' participation 
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might 
identify 
healthy 
behaviours 
in various 
cultures. 
greatly influence political 
decisions 
 
in public decision 
making of e-government. 
Cu4: I think that the 
impact of the citizens' 
participation in public 
decision making of e-
government will be 
positive. 
(Warkentin, 
Gefen, 
Pavlou, & 
Rose, 2002). 
Culture is 
likely to 
contribute to 
the adoption 
or resistance 
to e- 
Government. 
Cu Higher power distance 
positively influences 
intentions to engage in e-
Government. 
 
Higher uncertainty 
avoidance will reinforce the 
positive effect of citizen 
trust on intentions to engage 
in e- Government. 
 
 
 
   MODERATORS 
Hypotheses 
 
Age, 
Gender 
(Wang et al., 
2009) 
 Hypothesis 8: Social 
influence influences 
behavioural intention to use 
m-learning more strongly for 
women than for men. 
 
Hypothesis 9: Social 
influence influences 
behavioural intention to use 
m-learning more strongly for 
older than for younger 
people. 
 
H1. Subjective norm 
influences behavioural 
intention to participate in 
public decision making 
of e-government more 
strongly for men than for 
women. 
H2. Subjective norm 
influences behavioural 
intention to participate in 
public decision making 
of e-government more 
strongly for younger than 
for older people. 
H3. Subjective norm 
influences behavioural 
(Chen, 2010)  H2b: Gender is a moderator 
for organizational 
commitment. 
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Internet 
experience 
(Chang & 
Chen, 2008) 
 H6. Internet experience 
moderates the influence of 
(a) customer interface 
quality on customer 
satisfaction; (b) customer 
interface quality on e-
loyalty; and (c) customer 
interface quality on 
switching costs. 
intention to participate in 
public decision making 
of e-government more 
strongly for higher level 
of education than for 
lower level of education. 
H4. Subjective norm 
influences behavioural 
intention to participate in 
public decision making 
of e-government more 
strongly for worker 
group than other social 
groups. 
H5. Subjective norm 
influences behavioural 
intention to participate in 
public decision making 
of e-government more 
strongly for higher level 
of experiences than 
lower level of 
experiences. 
 
Level 
education 
(Chen, 2010)  H1b: Level of education is 
not a moderator for 
organizational 
 
 
 
    
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 414 
 
Appendix BQuestionnaire (English) 
Final Questionnaire (English) 
 
CITIZENS’ SELF-KNOWLEDGE AS MODERATOR THAT INFLUENCES 
CITIZENS’ INTENTION TO PARTICIPATE IN E-GOVERNMENT PUBLIC 
DECISION 
General Information 
This research was to develop a model based on the factors that influence Citizens‘ 
Intention to Participate in E-Government Public Decision Making. The study is 
intended to benefit the country‘s future pursuit of e-government initiatives. Citizens’ 
Self-Knowledge is the behaviours, various levels of education, cultures, nature of 
jobs, experiences, and environments. All these characteristics may contribute to 
identify the intention of the citizens‘ participation in public decision making of e-
government. Your willingness to participate and complete the questionnaire is highly 
appreciated and would contribute towards the completion and success in attaining the 
study‘s objectives. 
Instruction  
It is recommended that you complete the questionnaire personally for the impartiality 
of the information. Choose the correct options that you deem as the best possible 
answers. Your contributions play a significant role in the success of this research. 
Your participation will be treated with utmost privacy.  Finally, the researcher 
appreciates your comments, criticisms and/or suggestions that is supportive to this 
survey. 
Thank you for participating in this survey. 
Sincerely, 
              Researcher,                                                            Supervisor, 
    Maky H.Abdulraheem                                      Assoc. Prof. Dr. Wan Rozaini             
          Ph. D Student                                                   School of Computing, CAS 
 School of Computing, CAS                                      Universiti Utara Malaysia  
  Universiti Utara Malaysia                                             +60- 49- 285209 
    makyhss@yahoo.com                                             rozail174@uum.edu.my 
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Section A 
The term social groups in this section comprises of political group (Governors and 
their deputies with the members of the provincial council, not appointed but they 
were elected), economists group (The members of Commerce Chamber), IT 
professional group (IT departments employees), and workers group (The members 
of General Federation of Iraq Trade Unions). 
Please tick (√) in the appropriate box  
1. Gender          Male:                            Female:                               
 
2. Age 
  18-24 years:                25-31 years:                      32-38 years:               39-45 years:  
  46-52 years:                53-59 years:                      60 years and above 
 
3. Level of education  
                                         Primary school:               High school or equivalent: 
 
    Vocational/technical school (2 years):                            Bachelor's degree: 
 
                                         Master's degree:                              Doctoral degree: 
Others:               please specify    
 
4. Social  groups Please tick (√) in the space of your group  
           Politicians group:                                          Economists group:            
  IT Professionals group:                                               Workers group:                  
 
4. Working sector 
Public Sector:                    Private Sector:                   Own:              Please specify  
 
4. Internet Experiences 
1-2 years:               3-4 years:                5 years and above:               
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Section B 
Please tick (√) in the space provided using the following scale. 
Moderately 
Strongly Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly Agree 
 
Part (1): Attitude toward Act or Behaviour 
No Items 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
1 
I prefer to participate in public decision making of 
e-government because it improves the services to 
serve the citizens. 
       
2 
I prefer to participate in public decision making of 
e-government because it is environment friendly. 
       
3 
I believe that citizens' participation in public 
decision making is quite justified. 
       
4 
It is exciting for me to participate in public decision 
making. 
       
5 
The intention of the citizens' participation in public 
decision making of e-government is a good idea. 
       
6 
Citizens‘ participation in public decision making of 
e-government is necessary for me. 
       
 
 
Part (2): Subjective Norms  
No Items 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
1 
The trend of participating in public decision making 
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among citizens around me is increasing. 
2 
People around me generally believe that it is better 
for citizens to participate in public decision making 
of e-government. 
       
3 
My close friends and family members would 
appreciate if I participate in public decision making 
of e-government. 
       
4 
I would get all the required support (time, 
information related) from friends and family too. 
       
5 
I think that my colleagues expect me to practice 
participating in public decision making of e-
government.  
       
6 
I think that people who are important to me practice 
participating in public decision making of e-
government. 
       
 
Part (3): Social Influence 
No Items 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
1 
People who influence my behaviour suggested me 
that I should participate in public decision making of 
e-government. 
       
2 
I would participate in public decision making if my 
friends participate in the public decision making. 
       
3 My friends‘ thing citizens' participation in public 
decision making is helpful for improving the e-
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government service. 
4 
People who are important to me suggested me that I 
should participate in public decision making of e-
government. 
       
 
Part (4): Facilitating conditions 
No Items 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
1 
I have the resources necessary to participate in 
public decision making of e-government. 
       
2 
I have the knowledge necessary to participate in 
public decision making of e-government. 
       
3 
Citizens‘ participation is compatible with other 
technologies I intend to use. 
       
4 
I can get help from others when I have difficulties to 
participate in public decision making of e-
government. 
       
5 
A specific person (or group) is available for me in 
the intermediaries (e-offices) to provide assistance 
with participation in public decision making of e-
government. 
       
Part (5): Compatibility 
No Items 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
1 
Participation in public decision making of e-
government is compatible with all aspects of my 
work. 
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2 
Participation in public decision making of e-
government is completely compatible with my 
current situation. 
       
3 
I think that participation in public decision making 
of e-government fits well with the way I like to 
work. 
       
4 
Participation in public decision making of e-
government fits my work style.  
       
5 
I think participation in public decision making of e-
government would fit well with the way that I like to 
gather information from government agencies. 
       
Part (6): Cultures 
No Items 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
1 
I think that many very important things happen in 
the world, which the public is never informed about. 
       
2 
I think that politicians usually do not tell us the true 
motives for their decisions. 
       
3 
I think that government agencies do not effect on the 
citizens' participation in public decision making of 
e-government. 
       
4 
I think that the impact of the citizens' participation in 
public decision making of e-government will be 
positive. 
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Part (7): Behavioural Intention  
No Items 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
1 
I would look for participation in public decision 
making of e-government. 
       
2 
I am willing to participate in public decision making 
of e-government in future. 
       
3 
I am willing to participate in public decision making 
of e-government on regular basis. 
       
4 
I would also recommend others to participate in 
public decision making of e-government. 
       
5 
I intend to participate in public decision making of e-
government directly 
       
Section C 
Suggestions and Opinion 
…………………………………………………………………………………………
…………………………………………………………………………………………
…………………………………………………………………………………………
………………………………………………………………………………………….
............................................................................... 
Thank you 
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 )cibarA( eriannoitseuQ C xidneppA
 )cibarA( eriannoitseuQ laniF
 
 رارانحكىم ً قصىغ فٍ انمىاطىُه مشاركت وُت فٍ انخأثُزاث ػًه نهمىاطىُه انذاحُ ً انمؼزف ً اشزاف :اسخباو ً
  انؼزاق ك?��: ا�نكخزووُ ً
 مؼهىماث ػامت
 ط ٕغ اٌمشاس فٟ ٠ ٗ فٟ اٌزا در ُِٙؼشفئّ ٛرط ٠غز ٕذ إٌٝ اٌؼٛ اِ ً اٌز ٟ رذخ ً ف ٟ رٛظ١ ف اٌّٛاط ١ٕ ٓ ي٘زا اٌج ذش ٘ٛ ر ط٠ٛش 
 ع ؼٟ اٌج��ف ٟ اٌّغز مجً ِ ٓ ِجبدسا د اٌذىِٛخ  ِ ٓاٌ غشع ِ ٕ ٗ  ٘���زفبدح. ِجبدسا د اٌذىِٛ���ىزشٔٚ١خ اٌؼشال١خ
  .��ىزشٔٚ١خ
?�ٔزشٔ١ ذ ٚ  ٚ ِغز٠ٛب د ِخزٍفخ ِ ٓ اٌزؼ١ٍُ، ٚطج١ؼ خ اٌٛظبئف  ٚاٌخجشا د اٌؼّش  ٚاٌج ٕ ظ ٞ ٖنمىاطى ُهل ًَ انذاثانمؼزفً 
رغب ٘ ُ و ً  ٘زٖ اٌخظبئض ٌز ط٠ٛش ّٔٛر ط ط ٕ غ اٌمشاس فٟ اٌذىِٛ���ىزشٔٚ١خ . اٌّجّٛػ���ّزبػ١ ٗ اٌ زٟ ٠ٕز ّٟ ٌٙب
اعزؼذادو ُ ٌٍّشبسوخ  ٚاعزّىب���زج١ب ْ ٘ٛ ِذ ً رمذ٠ش وج١ش، ٚ عٛف رغب ُ٘ فٟ إٔجبص ٚٔجبح فٟ رذم١ك أ ٘ذاف . اٌؼشال١خ
  .اٌذساعخ
 حؼ هُماث
ػزج٘شب أفض ً اٌ ذٍٛي داخز١بس اٌخ١بساد اٌظذ١ذخ اٌ زٟ .  اٌ ّؼٍِٛب د فِٟ ٓ اٌّغز ذغ ٓ إّوب���زج١بْ ش خظ١ب ٌٍذ١بد
ٚأخ١شا، ٠ طٍت .  ِشبسوزىُ ثّٕز ٙٝ اٌ خظ ٛط١خ ِغع١ زُ اٌزؼبِ ً. ِغب ّ٘برىُ ٍرؼت دٚسا ٘بِب فٟ ٔجبح  ٘زا  اٌجذش. ا ٌّ ّىٕخ
  .حاٌجبدش رؼ١ٍمب�����لزشادب د اٌ زٟ  عٛف رغبػذ ٘زٖ اٌذسا ط
  ِغ فبئك اٌش?���زشان فٟ ����زط?�
 
 
    
  انمشزف                                                                                انباحث                     
  ٚاْ سٚص٠ ٕ ٗ ِغبػذ ثشف غٛس ا ٌذوزٛس                                           طب ٌت ا ٌذو زٛسا  ِ ىٟ دغ١ٓ ػجذ اٌشد١ُ  
  و١ٍخ ٌاذبعجب د                                                                                 و١ٍخ ٌاذبعجبد                 
 جبِؼخ اٚربس ِبٌ١ض٠ ٗ                                                                      جبِؼخ اٚربس ِبٌ١ض٠ ٗ               
 902582940600                                                                      8146605610600               
 ym.ude.muu@471liazor                                                   moc.oohay@sshykaM           
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 انفزع أنف
 ٌى ٓ  رُ ٠ؼ١ٕٛا، ٌُ  ِغ اػضبء ِجٍ ظ اٌّذبفظ ٗاٌّذبفظ١ٓ ٚٔٛاث ُٙ( انسُاسُتشّ ً اٌفئب���ّزبػ١خ را د اٌظٍخ اٌّجبػخ ٞ
 ر ىٌٕٛ ٛج١ب ِٛظف١ ٓ لغُ (حكىىنىجُا انمؼهىماث، ِجّٛػخ )أػضبء غشفخ اٌزجبسح( الخصادَت، ِجّٛػخ )أزخبث ُٙ
  .)أ����رذبد اٌؼبَ ٌٕمبثب د اٌّؼبي فٟ اٌؼشاق ( انؼمال، ِٚجّٛػخ )اٌ ّؼٍِٛب د
  فٟ ا ٌّشثغ ا ٌّٕبعت(√)٠شجٝ  ٚضغ ػ?�خ 
  انجىس- 1
 روش                                         أضٝ
  انؼمز- 2
  81-42 ع ٕ  ٗ               13-52 ع ٕ  ٗ                       83-23  ع ٕ ٗ                       ع ٕ ٗ54-93
   25-64 ع ٕ  ٗ                95-35 ع ٕ  ٗ                       ٖ ع ٕٗ ف ّب ف ٛق06
  مسخىي انخؼ هُم- 3
 اثزذائٟ                                            اػذاد٠ ٗ  
  ِؼٙذ/ ِ ٕٟٙ   ) ع ٕ ٗ2(                          و١ٍخ
 ِبجغز١ش                                         دو زٛساٖ 
     ح                                                   ا ء ٚعاخشٜ                       سط
  انمجمىػاث ا�جخماػُ ً-  4
            ةصاد ٌث��اٌ ّج ّٛػ ٗ -           ة                                    يانسُا سٍاٌ ّج ّٛػ ٗ - أ
                      انؼامه ًاٌ ّج ّٛػ ٗ-        د                                         انخكىهى جُ ًاٌ ّج ّٛػ ٗ - ط
  لطاع انؼ مم- 4
 لطبع خبص                                    لطب ع دى ِٟٛ
  ػ ّ ً خبص ثه                   ٚضخاء  سط
  انخبز فٍ ?�� زوُج- 5
                                ع ٕٗ ف ّب ف ٛق 5  ع ٕ ٗ                 4-3 ع ٕ ٗ                     2-1
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 انفزع باء
  .فٟ  اٌ ّىب ْ  اٌ ّخ ظض ثبعزخذ اَ  اٌ ّم١بط اٌزب ٌٟ )√(٠شجٝ  �ٚ�� ِخ 
 مؼخذل
 َؼارض بشذي 1 2  3 4 5 6 7 مىافك بشذ
 
  انسهىن أو انماوىن حجاي انمىلف): 1 (انجزء
 ػذد انؼىاصز 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
       
 ٌ ٍذ ىٛ ِخ ا ٌذى ِٟٛ اٌمشاس ط ٕغ فٟ اٌّشبسوخ أفض ً
  .اٌ ّٛاط ١ٕ ٓ ٌخذ ِخ اٌخذ ِبد ٠ذغ ٓ �ٔ ٗ ��ىزشٔٚ١خ
 1
       
 ٌ ٍذ ىٛ ِخ ا ٌذى ِٟٛ اٌمشاس ط ٕغ فٟ اٌّشبسوخ أفض ً
  .ٌٍج١ئخ طذ٠ك �ٔ ٗ ��ىزشٔٚ١خ
 2
       
 ِجشسح اٌؼبَ اٌمشاس ط ٕغ فٟ اٌ ّٛاط ١ٕ ٓ ِشبسوخ أْ ٚأػزمذ
  .ّرِبب
 3
 4  .اٌؼبَ اٌمشاس ط ٕغ فٟ أشبسن أْ ٌٟ ثبٌ ٕغجخ اٌ ّض١ش ٚ ِ ٓ       
       
 ا ٌذى ِٟٛ اٌمشاس ط ٕغ فٟ اٌ ّٛاط ١ٕ ٓ ِشبسوخ ٔ١خ إْ
  .ج١ذح فىشح ��ىزشٔٚ١خ ٌ ٍذ ىٛ ِخ
 5
       
 ٌ ٍذ ىٛ ِخ ا ٌذى ِٟٛ اٌمشاس ط ٕغ فٟ اٌ ّٛاط ١ٕ ٓ ِشبسوخ إْ
  .ٌٟ ثبٌ ٕغجخ ضشٚ سٞ أِش ��ىزشٔٚ١خ
 6
 
  انذاحُت انمىاػذ): 2 (انجزء
 ػذد انؼىاصز 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
       
 اٌ ّٛاط ١ٕ ٓ ث١ ٓ اٌؼبَ اٌمشاس ط ٕغ فٟ اٌّشبسوخ ارجبٖ ٠زضا٠ذ
  .دٛ ٌٟ ِٓ
 1
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 ��ض ً ِٓ أٔ ٗ ٠ؼزمذٚ ْ ػ ِّٛب دٛ ٌٟ ِٓ إٌبط
 ٌ ٍذ ىٛ ِخ اٌؼبَ اٌمشاس ط ٕغ فٟ ٌٍّشبسوخ ٌٍ ّٛاط ١ٕ ٓ
  .��ىزشٔٚ١خ
 2
       
 فٟ شبس وذ إرا ٔمذس أعشرٟ ٚأفشاد اٌّمشث١ ٓ أ طذلبئٟ
  .��ىزشٔٚ١خ ٌ ٍذ ىٛ ِخ ا ٌذى ِٟٛ اٌمشاس ط ٕغ
 3
       
 اٌ ٛلذ (اٌ ّطٍ ٛة ا ٌذػُ وً ػ ٍٝ أد ظ ً عٛف
  .أ٠ضب ٚ اٌؼبئٍخ ا� طذلبء ِٓ) اٌ ظٍخ راد ٚ اٌ ّ ؼٍٛ ِبد
 4
       
 اٌمشاس ط ٕغ فٟ أشبسن أْ ِٕٟ ٠زٛلؼٛ ْ ص�ِ� أْ أػزمذ
  .��ىزشٔٚ١خ ٌ ٍذ ىٛ ِخ ا ٌذى ِٟٛ
 5
       
 اٌّشبسوخ ِّبسعخ ٌٟ ثبٌ ٕغجخ ُِٙ ُ٘ اٌز٠ ٓ إٌبط أْ أػزمذ
  .��ىزشٔٚ١خ ا ٌذ ىٛ ِخ ِٓ اٌؼبَ اٌمشاس ط ٕغ فٟ
 6
 
  ا�جخ ماػٍ انخأثُز: انثانث انباب
 ػذد انؼىاصز 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
       
 أْ ٠جت إٟٔٔ ٌٟ الزشح عٍ ٛوٟ ػ ٍٝ ٠ؤصشٚ ْ اٌز٠ ٓ إٌبط
  .��ىزشٔٚ١خ ا ٌذ ىٛ ِخ ِٓ اٌؼبَ اٌمشاس ط ٕغ فٟ رشبسن
 1
       
 أ طذلبئٟ شبسن إرا اٌؼبَ اٌمشاس ط ٕغ فٟ أشبسن أْ ٚ أٚد
  .اٌؼبَ اٌمشاس ط ٕغ فٟ
 2
       
 اٌمشاس ط ٕغ فٟ اٌ ّٛاط ١ٕ ٓ اٌ ّٛاط ١ٕ ٓ ِشبسوخ أ طذلبئٟ
  .��ىزشٔٚ١خ ا ٌذ ىٛ ِخ خذ ِخ ٌزذغ١ ٓ ِف١ذ ٘ٛ اٌؼبَ
 3
       
 فٟ أشبسن أْ ٌٟ الزشح ٌٟ ثبٌ ٕغجخ ُِٙ ُ٘ اٌز٠ ٓ إٌبط
  .��ىزشٔٚ١خ ا ٌذ ىٛ ِخ ِٓ اٌؼبَ اٌمشاس ط ٕغ
 4
 
  انظزوف حسهُم: انزابغ انجزء
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 ػذد انؼىاصز 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
       
 ا ٌذى ِٟٛ اٌمشاس ط ٕغ فٟ ٌٍّشبسوخ ا�� ِخ اٌ ّٛاسد ٌ ذٞ
  .��ىزشٔٚ١خ ٌ ٍذ ىٛ ِخ
 1
       
 ا ٌذى ِٟٛ اٌمشاس ط ٕغ فٟ ٌٍّشبسوخ ا�� ِخ اٌّؼشفخ ٌ ذٞ
  .��ىزشٔٚ١خ ٌ ٍذ ىٛ ِخ
 2
       
 ا?� شٜ اٌزى ٌٕٛٛج١بد ِغ اٌ ّٛاط ١ٕ ٓ ِشبسوخ ٚرزٛافك
  .اعزخذا ِ ٗ أػزضَ اٌزٟ
 3
       
 ٠ ىٛ ْ ػِٕذب ا٢خش٠ ٓ ِٓ اٌّغبػذح ػ ٍٝ ا ٌذظٛي ٠ ّى ٕٕٟ
 ا ٌذى ِٟٛ اٌمشاس ط ٕغ فٟ اٌّشبسوخ فٟ طؼٛثبد ٌ ذٞ
  .��ىزشٔٚ١خ ٌ ٍذ ىٛ ِخ
 4
       
 اٌ ٛعطبء فٟ ٌٟ ِزبح) ِج ّٛػخ ٚأ (ِذذد شخض ٕٚ٘بن
 فٟ اٌّشبسوخ فٟ اٌّغبػذح ٌزمذ٠ُ) ��ىزشٔٚ١خ اٌ ّىبرت(
  .��ىزشٔٚ١خ ٌ ٍذ ىٛ ِخ ا ٌذى ِٟٛ اٌمشاس ط ٕغ
 5
 
 
  انخىافك): 5 (انجزء
 ػذد انؼىاصز 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
       
 ا ٌذ ىٛ ِخ فٟ ا ٌذى ِٟٛ اٌمشاس ط ٕغ فٟ اٌّشبسوخ إْ
  .ػ ّ ٍٟ جٛأت ج ١ّغ ِغ رزفك ��ىزشٔٚ١خ
 1
       
 ٌ ٍذ ىٛ ِخ ا ٌذى ِٟٛ اٌمشاس ط ٕغ فٟ اٌّشبسوخ إْ
  .ٌاذب ٌٟ ٚضؼٟ ِغ ّرِبب رزفك ��ىزشٔٚ١خ
 2
       
 ٌ ٍذ ىٛ ِخ ا ٌذى ِٟٛ اٌمشاس ط ٕغ فٟ اٌّشبسوخ أْ ٚأػزمذ
 أ دت اٌزٟ اٌطش٠مخ ِغ ج١ذ ثشى ً رزٕبعت ��ىزشٔٚ١خ
  .ٙثب اٌؼ ّ ً
 3
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 ��ىزشٔٚ١خ ٌ ٍذ ىٛ ِخ اٌؼبَ اٌمشاس ط ٕغ فٟ اٌّشبسوخ
  .ػ ّ ٍٟ أعٍ ٛة ٠ٕبعت
 4
       
 فٟ ا ٌذى ِٟٛ اٌمشاس ط ٕغ فٟ اٌّشبسوخ أْ ٚأػزمذ
 اٌزٟ اٌطش٠مخ ِغ ج١ذ ثشى ً رزٕبعت ��ىزشٔٚ١خ ا ٌذ ىٛ ِخ
  .ا ٌذ ىٛ ١ِخ اٌٛوب?� ِٓ اٌ ّ ؼٍٛ ِبد ج ّغ أْ أ دت
 5
 
  انثمافاث): 6 (انجزء
 ػذد انؼىاصز 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
       
 اٌؼب ٌُ، فٟ رذذس جذا اٌٙب ِخ ا� ِٛس ِٓ اٌىض١ش أْ ٚأػزمذ
  .ِطٍمب ػ ٕٙب ا ٌج ّ ٙٛس إ�� ٠زُ ٌُ ٚ اٌزٟ
 1
       
 ا ٌذم١م١خ ا ٌذٚافغ ٠خجشٕٔٚب � ػبدح اٌغ١بع١١ ٓ أْ أػزمذ
  .ٌمشاسا رُٙ
 2
       
 ِشبسوخ ػ ٍٝ رؤصش � ا ٌذ ىٛ ١ِخ اٌٛوب?� أْ ٚأػزمذ
  .��ىزشٔٚ١خ ٌ ٍذ ىٛ ِخ ا ٌذى ِٟٛ اٌمشاس ط ٕغ فٟ اٌ ّٛاط ١ٕ ٓ
 3
       
 اٌمشاس ط ٕغ فٟ اٌ ّٛاط ١ٕ ٓ ِشبسوخ رأص١ش أْ ٚأػزمذ
  .إ٠جبث١ب ع١ ىٛ ْ ��ىزشٔٚ١خ ٌ ٍذ ىٛ ِخ ا ٌذى ِٟٛ
 4
  انسهىكُت انىُت: انسابغ انجزء
 ػذد انؼىاصز 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
       
 ٌ ٍذ ىٛ ِخ ا ٌذى ِٟٛ اٌمشاس ط ٕغ فٟ اٌّشبسوخ ػٓ ٚعأثذش
  .��ىزشٔٚ١خ
 1
       
 ٌ ٍذ ىٛ ِخ اٌؼبَ اٌمشاس ط ٕغ فٟ ٌٍّشبسوخ اعزؼذاد ػ ٍٝ أٔب
  .اٌ ّغزمج ً فٟ ��ىزشٔٚ١خ
 2
       
 ٌ ٍذ ىٛ ِخ اٌؼبَ اٌمشاس ط ٕغ فٟ ٌٍّشبسوخ اعزؼذاد ػ ٍٝ ٚأٔب
 3
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  .ِ ٕ زظُ أعبط ػ ٍٝ ��ىزشٔٚ١خ
       
 اٌمشاس ط ٕغ فٟ ثبٌّشبسوخ أ٠ضب ا٢خش٠ ٓ أٚ طٟ أْ ٚ أٚد
  .��ىزشٔٚ١خ ٌ ٍذ ىٛ ِخ ا ٌذى ِٟٛ
 4
       
 ٌ ٍذ ىٛ ِخ ا ٌذى ِٟٛ اٌمشاس ط ٕغ فٟ اٌّشبسوخ ٚأػزضَ
  .ِجبششح ��ىزشٔٚ١خ
 5
 انفزع حاء
 ا�����
…………………………………………………………………………………………
…………………………………………………………………………………………
…….……………………………………………………………………………………
 ……………………………………………………………………………………
 شكزا نكم
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 428 
 
Appendix D Translator's Letters 
Verifications Letters: the Translator's Letter 
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Appendix E Experts Verifications for Questionnaire 
Expert Reviewers 
 
 
 
 431 
 
Verification of (Dr. Wiwied Virgiyanti) on questionnaire: (School of Computer 
Sciences, College of Art and Sciences CAS, UUM, Malaysia). She suggested some 
corrections on the questionnaire and change some of the questions, especially in the 
questions of Social Influence. 
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Verification of (Assoc. Prof. Dr. Azham Hussain) on questionnaire: (School of Computer 
Sciences, College of Art and Sciences CAS, UUM, Malaysia). He suggested some 
corrections on the questionnaire. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 433 
 
Verification of (Assoc. Prof. Dr. Suzilah Ismail) on questionnaire: (School of 
Quantitative Sciences, UUM, Malaysia). She provided some advices about the 
questionnaire design and measurements develop.  
 
 
 434 
 
Verification of (Dr. Nor Hisham Haron) on questionnaire: (School of Quantitative Sciences, 
UUM, Malaysia). He advised me to make a focus groups from each group one person to get 
the feedback and improve the questionnaire and he explained to the researcher many things. 
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Verification of (Dr. Nor Hisham Haron) on pilot study with his recommendations  
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Appendix F Government Letters 
Government Letters: Embassy of Republic of Iraqi Cultural Attache letter for the 
distribution of the questionnaires 
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Karbala government letter for the distribution of the questionnaires 
 
 
 438 
 
Karbala government letter about receiving all the questionnaires and the survey was 
done. 
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Appendix G Verifications for Recommendations and  Revised Model 
of Study 
Expert‘s experiences 
Name Area of Experience 
Year of 
Experience 
Address of the expert 
Assoc. 
Prof. Dr. 
Azham 
Hussain 
Assoc. Prof. Azham 
Hussain is a member of 
the US-based Institute 
of Electrical and 
Electronic Engineers 
(IEEE), and actively 
involved in both IEEE 
Communications and 
IEEE Computer 
societies. Azham is 
published in the areas 
of software evaluation 
and testing, user 
behaviours, group 
collaboration, 
ubiquitous, and mobile 
technology design. 
More than 15 
years 
Dr. Azham Hussain is the 
Associate Professor of 
Software Engineering at 
UUM School of 
Computing. He is the 
founder and head of 
Human-Centered 
Computing Research 
Group which is affiliated 
with the Software 
Technology Research 
Platform Center at 
School of Computing, 
Universiti Utara 
Malaysia. 
https://sites.google.com/s
ite/drazhamhussain/  
    
Assoc. 
Prof. Dr. 
Najeeb 
Abbas 
AlSamma
rraie 
He joint MEDIU in 
SEPT.2012 as a 
lecturer in Faculty of 
computer and 
Information 
Technology. I 
completed my M.Sc. 
from North 
Staffordshire 
University in UK, 
More than 20 
years 
Assoc. Prof. Dr. Najeeb 
Abbas Al-Sammarraie of 
School of Computing and 
Information of 
Technology Research in 
Faculty of Computer and 
Information Technology 
of Al Madinah 
International University, 
Position: Lecturer 
 440 
 
worked in computer 
center in Iraq for more 
than 15 years as a 
Software manager. 
After completed my 
Ph.D.  Start working in 
private University in 
Iraq. I have over 15 
years‘ experience as 
senior lecturer, then he 
worked as a Dean of 
Private University 
College, Head of 
Computer Department 
for more than 5 Years. 
Email: 
dr.najeeb@mediu.edu.my 
Phone: +60355113939 / 
Ext: 765 
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Verification of (Assoc. Prof. Dr. Azham Hussain) on recommendations and revised 
model of study: (School of Computer Sciences, College of Art and Sciences CAS, 
UUM, Malaysia). 
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 443 
 
 
 444 
 
 
 445 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 446 
 
Verification of (Assoc. Prof. Dr. Najeeb Abbas Al-Sammarraie) on recommendations 
and revised model of study: (Faculty of Computer and Information Technology 
Al-Madinah International University, Malaysia). 
c
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 448 
 
 
 449 
 
 
 450 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 451 
 
Consultation letter of (Mr. Nor Hisham Haron) on data analysis and revised model of 
study: (Lecturer in Department of Math and Stats SQS, UUM, CAS). 
 
 
 
 
 
